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FOREWORD

•This research was performed in support tLf the Navy Human Goa,
Pro.-cam. The report is part oi a larger effort which is attempting
to determine the impact of the Navy Human Resource Management Program
on several criteria of orginizational effectiveness.

PNCS D. Perkins and PNCS R. Glenn, of the Navy Personnel Research
and Development Ce-iter, helped in gathering the nonjudicial punishment
data. Their assistance is gratefully acknowledged. 4r. Jack Drexler,
Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan, also provided
valuable input to this project.

J. J. Clarkin
Commanding Officer
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SUMMARY

Background and Purpose

The Navy Human Goals Plan emphasize4 the importance of leadership
and sound management in improving both the manpower and overall mission
effectiveness of naval units. At the core of this program is the Human
Resource Management (HRM) process, which is designed to assist commands
in improving assessed organizational weaknesses within the unit. 1he
unit's organizational "state of affairs" is diagnosed by administration
of the HRM Survey.

Previous research suggests that several dimensions of the survey
are related to rates of reenlistment among naval personnel. However,
evaluation of the Navy's HRM Survey against other personnel and mission-
oriented criteria must be conducted to (1) determine the diagnostic
power of this instrument, and (2) identify specific organizational
indices that relate to such criteria. The purpose of the present study
was to investigate the relationship between indices of the HRM Survey
and rates of nonjudicial punishment (NJP) on Navy ships. It was hy-
pothesized that the more effective the human resource management system
within a ship, the lower the NJP rate.

Approach

Aggregated NJP statistics for two 6-month reporting periods were
obtained for 41 ships from 3 type commands. NJP data were then stan-
dardized to the number of NJPs per 100 enlisted men per month. HRM
Survey data were aggregated for each ship to generate overall mean scores
on 16 indices. The survey data were matched with the appropriate NJP
reporting period.

The HRM Survey indices were correlated with the NJP rates using
ships as the units of analysis. NJP rates were compared for extreme
groups on the HUR Survey and potential moderator variables were examined.

Findings

All correlations between ARM Survey indices and NJP rates were in
the predicted direction, i.e., the better the organizational conditions,
the lower the rates of NJP (page 13,. Comparisons of extreme groups on
the HRM Survey indices revealed that the NJP rates among the high-
scoring ships were about half the magnitude of the low-scoring ships
(page 19).

Consistent differences in organizational conditions were found
across the three type commands. Moreover, allowance size and proportion
of first-term enlisted personnel did not moderate the obtained relation-
ships (pages 19, 21, and 24). Overall, the findings strongly suggest
that NJP rates are related to the type of human resource management
system present within a ship.
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IHUMN• RESOIuRCI.. MANA(AEH2FN'I ANI) NONJUICUIA1.
PUN IS•MIIENT RATIES ON NAVY SHIPS

BACKGROUND

The Navy has traditionally emphasized the more hardware oriented
aspects of its resources. How~ver, the recent Navy Human Goaln Plan
(OPNAVINST 5300.6; OPNAVINST 5300.6a) represents an attempt to "ensure
the development of the full potential of the Navy's human resources and
the application of that potential t.)ward maximum effectiveness in the
performance of the Navv's primary mission."

At the core of the H~unan Goals Plan is a Human Resource Management
Program which provides consultant services and leadership/management
assistance to Navy commands. These efforts parallel organizational
development and management (OD&M) programs used in civilian settings.
Th.• program utilizes the Human Resource Management (HRN) Survey to
determine how well the human organization within a particular command
is functioning. Because this report focuses primarily on the HRN
Survey and its relationship to one facet of com'and performance, it
is necessary to discuss both the historical development of the survey
as well as studies relevant to the theoretical work on which it is
based.

Navy Humar Resource Management Survey

The HRM Survey is essentially an outgrowth of the Survey of Organi-
zations (SOO) (Taylor and Bowers, 1972) developed by the University of
Michigan's Institute for Social Research. The SOO items were constructed
to assess various facets of organizational behaviors and were based on
Likert's (1961, 1967) metatheory of organizational behavior. LikerL
theorized that job satisfaction and performance are the result of
organizational climcite and leadership behaviors. The construct of
orgsnizational climate is seen as a multidimensional phenomenon and
perhaps can be most clearly understood in terms of Taguiri anu Litwin's
(1968) definition:

Climate is a relatively enduring quality of the internai
environment of an organization that (a) is experienced by its
members, (b) influences their behavior, and (c) can be described
in terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics
(or attributes) of the organization. (p. 27)

From the standpoint of Likert's theory, organization-1 climate and
leadership are viewed as causal variables, while lob satisfaction and
perfdtmance are resultant variables. Peer leadership and emergent
processes (work group behavior) are theorized to be intervening variables.
Taylor and Bowers (1972) and Franklin (1973, 1974) presented initial
evidence supporting the postulated causal flow sequence of Likert's model.

i1
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k'hi le t t. t- teor, t ial auii developmrentii] work on thei Soo was based

on civilian dati, it hi,, ,ilsu, been administered to Navy populations

as part of a study to assess thie impact of changing work/life values
and preferences on Navy managerial methods. In a summary of the findings
of the first 2 years of the study, Bowers and Bachman (1974) concluded
that Likert's model ib reasonably applicable and valid for both Navy
and civilian organizations. Likewise, Franklin (1974), in assessing

the causal flow model, obtained results comparable to the earlier analyses
based on civilian data. The strongest aifference between the civilian
and Navy samples wab that peer leadership appeared to be a more critical
link to group proccsses within the Navy. tLlso, Drexler and Bowers (1973)
reported that organizational conditions, as measured by the SOO, accounted
for significant proportions of the variance in reenlistment rates. Using
ships and air squadrons as the basic units of analyses, they found positive
correlations between all survey dimensions arid actual reenlistment rates
for tdose commands.

The Navy HRN Surv.ey was patterned after the SOO. Modifications were

made as follows: (1) many items from the SO0 were adapted for use with
Navy personnel through changes in terminology (e.g., organization was
termed coanmand), (2) additional items were generated from earlier efforts
by Navy specialists in command development programs, and (3) items spc-

cific to contemporary social areas and programs were added as diagnostic
aids for directing subsequent efforts within a cormnand. Because of the
large overlap in questions between the two surveys, research findings
from the SOO should be applicable to tile current 11RM Survey. Navy-based

studies must be conducted to demonstrate the comparability of the two
instruments. However, the considerable body of research on Doth the

construct and predictive valid ty of the SOO appears to support the

likelihood that similar results will be icund with the Navy HRM Survey.

More specific delineation of the Navy survey is given in the Pro-
cedures Section. Of special importance to the present report are the
postulated relationships between the various survey Indices and potential

criteria of organizational effectiveness/performance.

C eria of Organizational Performance

Campbell, Bownas, Peterson and Dunnette (1974), in a review of the

measur.ment of organizational effectiveness, stated that the criteria
of effectiveness chosen and measured are influenced by the specific
theory of effectiveness one adopts. The authors point out that overall

system effectiveness is best assessed not by one criterion but rather

by multiple components.

Likert and Bowers (1969) postulated that criteria or enc-result
variables "are the dependent variables that reflect the results .chieved

[9
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by that organization" (p. 586). In a civilian organization, such system
outcomes Include volume, efficiency, and quality of work. Other criteria
such as attendance, development (growth), and human costs (accidents,
health, conflict, disciplinary actions, etc.) are theorized by Likert
and Bowers to be ulbordlnate criteria in that they are a1ntucedent to
and thus affect the primary outcomes. Taylor and Bowers (1972) state
that future research with the SOO, or in this case the 11RM Survey, should
determine the concurre I and predictive validity of the instrument using
criteria that are considered to be both• important and relevant measures
of effectiveness within the system being studied. For the Navy, such
criteria include measures of perfurmance during refresher training, re-
enlistment rates, reports of command inspections, disciplinary rates,
etc.

Disciplinary Offenses: Nnnjudicial Punishment

In the present repo.-ý the area of disciplinary offenses is evaluated
as a measure of potential syscem elfectiveness. Like the larger Amer-
ican society of which the Navy is a subsystem, the Navy has also recently
experienced a substaintial increase in antisocial behaviors. A recent
Chief of Naval Operations Fact Book (Good Order and Discipline, 1.974)
reported that such disciplinary indices as absenteeism, nonjudicial
punishments, courts-martial, and administrative discharges are on the
increase. The cost of such delinquent behavior to the Navy in terms
of administrative expenses, lost working time, and di-uption of co-
hesive work group activities is substantial.

A large number of these disciplinary offenses are subsumed in
the rate of nonjudicial punishment (NIJP) under Article 15 of the Uniform
Code of Military Justice (UGMJ). Article 15 is applicable whenever
a minor offense is committed. The overwhelming majority of these
cases are handled within the command and punishments (litiited by the UCMJ)
are awarded by the ronmmanding officer.

While NJP violations are usually associated with minor infractions,
they are nonetheless a measure of both disciplitiary problems and conflict
within a command. One problem does arise when NJP ratles are used as indi-
cators of the nuiuber of disciplinary offenses on a ship. There is some
latitude within which the command may elect to officially be aware of or
handle such offenses. The commanding officer may decide to have the
executive officer deal with many personnel problems without resorting
to the formal NJP session. Likewise, lower level si'pervisors may choose
to use "curbstone justice" rather than formally "1---e a man on report.

In either of these cases, the results are lower NJP rates for the
command since disciplinary offenses are not reported on the official
NJP records. Whether such unofficial and less foriail procedures are
the result ot more effective leadership styles re-iiains an empirl.....
question. Nonetheless, disciplinary offenses that are reported in NJP

3



statistics can be considered as having significant impact upon the
command in which they occurreO.

Borman ani Dunnette (1974) provide evidence as to the importance
of NJP data. They attempted to select components for an index which
would reflect the overall status of personnel on board a ship. Using
a policy-capturing methodology, the authors had Navy officers assess
various components for inclusion in this global index. One measure
that emerged was the NJP rate for a ship. Recommendations from Borman
and Durnette's research are under evaluation by this Center. However,
their initial results suggest that NJP rates Are considered an important
measure of the overall status of personnel conditions on board Navy
ships.

As previously mentioned, Likert and Bowers (1969) considered disci-
plinary actions to be a potential outcome measure (subordinate criterion).
Hence, such disciplinary actions should be related to the type of orga-
nizational practices within a command. Campbell et al. (1974) present
several studies relevant to the issue of conflict/cohesion of work groups
within an organization. However, little formalized effort has been
directed toward relating organizational behaviors to disciplinary rates.

One recent Navy study does point to a possible relationship between
Navy NJP rates and leadership styles. Thomas, Thomas, and Ward (1974)
reported that nonoffenders (those personnel who had not co--itred NJP
offenses) viewed their supervisor as being more supportive and interested
in them than did NJP offenders. While the study could not establish
any causal relationships, it does 3uggest that this facet of organiza-
tional behavior (supervisory supportiveness) may be an important factor
influencing rates of NJP.

Attempts to relate disciplinary actions to organizational conditions
come from a recognition that environmental/situational factors are an
important determinant of both social and antisocial behaviors (Bandura,
1969; Bowers, 1973; Mischel, 1973). On Navy ships, in particular, one
could argue for the added importance of environmental factors in the
person/environment interaction. Ships often operate as independent

.i;its and in this sense represent closed social systems. One could there-
fore expect that such factors as organizational climate and other envi-
ronmental conditions would be even more critical in the Navy than in
civilian organizations. Moreover, a study presently underway is inves-
tigating the relationship between the physical/organizational environment
on Navy ships and several outcome variables such as health problems and
work performance. Preliminary results indicate that situational factors
in conjunction with the person/environment interaction may be the major
contributors to the satisfaction and effectiveness of personnel on Navy
ships (Sells, James, Jones, and Gunderson, 1974).

Thus, there appears to be a growing need for more thorough and broadly
based investigations of potential situational factors that affect perfor-
mance within Navy units. The present study focuses on only one domain of
the environment--the organizational conditions on board Navy ehips as

4



measured by the HRM Survey. It is recognized that. the survey taps oniy
a portion of the potential measures of organizational structure. Campbell
et al. (1974) have pointed out the limitations and strengths of the S(X
as well j other varied approaches used to measure organizational con-
ditions. Nonetheless, the theoretical framework upon which the HRM Survey
is based has firm empirical support. As such, it should provide a
relatively good measure of many of the organizational characteristics
that contribute to the effectiveness of operating Navy units.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the relationship
between perceptions of organizational conditions, as measured by the
HRM Survey, and NJP rates on Navy ships. The report is part of a larger
effort which attempts to determine the impact of the N~vy HRM program
on several criteria of organizational effectiveness. Utilizing Likert's
(1961, 1967) theoretical model and related work (Likert and Bowers, 1969;
Taylor and Bowers, 1972), it was hypothesized that NJP rates would be
negatively related to the indices of the HRM Survey. In other words,
the more effeztive the human resource management ;)stem within a ship,
the lower the NJP rate for that ship. Because the present effort focused
on concurrent relationships, one must also add the converse prediction
(i.e., the lower the NJP rate, the more effective the human management
system on a ship). Since this report is based on Likert's model, inter-
pretations are formulated on the thesis that the causal flow is mainly
from the organization to the output variables.

PROCEDURES

Most of the data uscd in this study were obtained through the
operational HRM program underway in the fleet. Appendix A describes
the Navy's URM effort as well as NAVPERSRANDCEN's system for conducting
research in support of HRM.

Independent Variables: HRM Survey

As previously mentioned, the HRM Survey is an outgrowth of the SOO.
Various forms of the HRM Survey were used in late 1973 and 1974. How-
ever, based on a working-level conference in 1974 and data provided
from a report by Drexler (1974), the revised survey, as shown in Appendix
B, is now in operational use.

Although the commands included in the present study did not receive
the revised survey, virtually identical questions appeared on the earlier
forms. Thus, for this study, items from these earlier forms were re-
structured to correspond to the survey indices now in use. Two indices
(Decision Making Practices and Lower Level Influence) contain new items
and could not be used in the present investigation. The survey also
contains items which tap specific problem areas (Training, Equal
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Opportunity, Drug Abuse, Alcoholism Prevention, and Community Inter-
relationships). These problem-oriented indiceb were not investigated

in the present effort since most contained new, previously untested,
items.

The "core" indices were formed by summing individual item responses
on a given index and then dividing the total by the number of items used.
Since all responses to the survey are on a five-point Likert scale, both
the question and index values range from 1 (to a very little extent)
to 5 (to a very great extent). The satisfaction items are similarly
scaled from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (vcry satisfied). Drexler (1974)
reported that alpha reliability coefficients for most of the revised
indices have magnitudes of from .70 to .80. Somewhat higher reliabilities
are reported for the 500 indices (Taylor and Bce-.rs, 1972), although these
coefficients were based on aggregate or group data whereas Drexler used
individual level data. Because aggregating data reduces error variance,
one would expect higher coefficients from such data sets. Thus, the
lower reliabilities for the HRM Survey may be the result of the manner
of computation. More precise reliability data will be avail.2le in
the future as data accumulate from administration of the current survey.

Definitions of the HRM Survey indices and their respective items
are given below:

1. Command Climate

a. Communications Flow (Questions 1-3). Command leadership
understands the work and problems of the command. Information flows
freely through the chain of command, from the work groups to a listening
and responsive leadership and to the work groups concerning plans end
problems facing the command.

b. Decision Making (Questions 4-6). Information is widely based
within the command and decisions are made at those levels where the most
adequate information is available. Supervisors seek out information
before making decisions.

c. Motivation (Questions 7-9). The command motivates personnel
to contribute their best efforts through rewards for good performance
and through career enhancing duties.

d. Htuman Resource Emphasis (Questions 10-13). The command shows
concern for human resources in the way it organizes its personnel to
achieve its mission. Personnel within the command perceive that the
organization and assignment of work sensibly consider the human element.

e. Lower Level Influence (Questions 14-15). Lowest level super-
visors and nonsupervisory personnel have the opportunity to influence
what goes on in their department.

6



2. Supervisory Leadership

a. Supervisory Support (Questions 16-19). Leaders behave in a
way which increases the work group member's feelings of worth and dignity.

b. Supervisory Teamwork (Questions 20-21). Supervisors 2ncourage
subordinates to develop close, cooperative w~orking relationships with
those who work for them.

c. Supervisory Goal Emphasis (Questions 22- Ž3). High standards
of performance are set, maintained and encouraged by supervisors.

d. Supervisory Work Facilitation (Questions 24-26). Supervisors
help those who work for them to improve performance. Subordinates and
supervisors work together to solve problems which U~nder task completion
and performance.

3. Peer Leadership

a. Peer Support (Questions 27-29). Work group miembers behave
toward each other in a manner which enhances each member's feelings of
personal worth.

b.* Peer Teamwork (Questions 30-33). The behavior of work group
members encourages the development of close, cooperative working relation-
ships. Work group members maintain and encourage high standards of
performance.

c. Peer Work Facilitation (Questions 34-35). Work group members
help each other improve performance. The work group works together to
solve problems which hinder performance aid cask completion..

d. Peer Problem Solving (Questions 36-38). Work group members wo~rk

well in solving problems.

4. Work Group Processes

a. Work Group Coordination (Questions 39-42). Work group members
plan, coordinate, and support each other effectively.

b. Work Group Readiness (Questions 43-45). The work group is able
to adapt to emergency situations and meet its mission.

c. Work Group Discipline (Questions 46-47). Work group members

maintain Navy standards of etiquette and discipline.

5. Outcome Measures

a. Satisfaction (Questions 48-54). Personnel within the command
are satisfied with their supervisors, the command, other work group
members, their job and their present and future progress in the Navy.

7



1. Integration of Men and Mission (Questions 55-56). The command
is seen as effective in getting people to meet the command's objectives
as well as meeting individual needs.

Dependent Variable: Nonjudicial Punishment (NJP) Rate

The dependent variable for this investigation was the NJP rate for
a given ship. All Navy units (ships, commands) submit a semiannual
report listing the number of nonjudicial punishments imposed over the
previous 6-month period. This report (Navy Judge Advocate General,
NAVJAG, 5800/9A) is submitted in July and January of each year. It should
be noted that the report does not list the number of personnel involved
in NJPs but rather the total number of NJPs. Thus, if an individual
receives multiple NJPs during the reporting period, each NJP will be
included in the total reported.

At the time the study was initiated, unit-level data were available
from only three type commands 1 -cruiser-Destroyer Force, Pacific Fleet;
Amphibious Force, Pacific Fleet; and Cruiser-Destroyer Force, Atlantic
Fleet. Information for other type commands (Service Force, Mine Force,
and Air Force) was either not available or had been assimilated into
aggregate reports which did not maintain unit-level identity.

Data were obtained for two 6-month reporting periods: (1) a January
1974 report (covering the period 1 July 1973 to 30 December 1973) and
(2) a July 1974 report (covering the period 1 January 1974 to 30 June
1974).

' ampl1e

Initially, all surface ships contained in the HRM data base maintained
by NAVPERSRANDCEN were considered for inclusion in the study. However,
because criterion data (NJP rates) were available for only three type
commands, the final sample consisted of 41 ships from two fleets. A
breakdown of the ships by type and fleet appears in Table 1.

There is considerable variability among ship types in terms of size
and specified mission. However, these ships cannot be described as a
random sample of all Navy surface ships because of the rstrictions cited
above. There is no representation from either extremely small ships
(Minesweepers) or large ships (Attack Aircraft Carriers). Likewise,
the sample contains no Service Force Ships.

In early 1975, Cruiser-Destroyer Force, Amphibious Force, and Service

Force were combined into one command, Surface Force, in both the Atlantic
and Pacific Fleets. Because the ships in the sample were organizationally
a part of the previous system when the IRM/NJP data were gathered, the
original type command referents are used in this report.

8
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TABLE 1

Distribution of Ships by
Ship Type and Fleet

Number of Ships in Sample
Type of Ship Atlantic Pacific Total

DE Escort Ship 1 7 8

DD Destroyer 5 2 8

DDG Guided Missile Destroyer 3 4 7

DLG Guided Missile Frigate 2 3 5

LST Tank Landing Ship - 3 3

LPH Amphibious Assault Ship - 2 2

LPD Amphibious Transport Dock - 2 2

LKA Amphibious Cargo Ship - 2 2

LSD Dock Landing Ship - 2 2

LCC Amphibious Command Ship - 1 I

DEG Guided Missile Escort Ship I - I
-- - - - ----------------------------------
Total 13 28 41

To the extent that the ships were randomly selected to to through
the HRM process operationalized under the Navy Human Goals Plan, the
ships included in this study are probably representative of the three
type commands. However, there are no empirical data available to determine
representativeness of the sampled "HRM" ships uince such factors as time
availability and deployment schedules may influence whether a ship is
scheduled for the survey.

Ship personnel were surveyed during the time frame from December
1973 to October 1974. Distributions of the number of survey respondents
by type command are presented in Table 2.

Methodology

Although data were obtained from individual respondents within a
ship, the present effort focused on the ship as the unit of analysis.
Thus, data were aggregated for personnel on each ship in order to generate
an overall mean score for each of the iy,'uces comprising the independe .t

9



TABLE 2

Breakout of Number of Respondents to Human
Resource Management Survey by Type Command

Number of Number of Survey

Type Command Ships Respondents

Amphibious Force 12 3695
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 16 3455
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 13 2746
Atlantic Fleet

Total 41 9896

variables. The result was that each ship had 16 scores representing
mean values for the indices of the HRM Survey.

The NAVJAG 5800/9A reports provided only data on the number of
NJPs imposed over a 6-month period. Because the ships used in the
study varied considerably in terms of the number of men assigned to them,
the NJP data were transformed to a common-based scale which took this
factor into account. Since enlisted personnel are piimarily the ones
involved in NJPs, the enlisted allowance was obtained for each ship.
This allowance was then used to generate a standard NJP rate--the mean
number of NJPs per month per 100 enlisted personnel (based on a given
6-month reportiug pariod).

It should be noted that the number of enlisted personnel on a ship
varies from month to month. Also, the actual on-board count is usually
slightly lower than the ship allowance. Because historical monthly
on-board counts were not available for all ships, it was felt that the
allowance figures provided the best estimates available. The resultant
NJP rates probably tend to be slightly lower than the actual NJP rates.
However, this error should be relatively constant across ships and there-
fore should not affect the obtained relationships.

As mentioned earlier, the purpose of this study was to determine
the relationship between NJP rates and HRM Survey data using ships as
the units of analysis. The design was essentially one of establishing
concurrent validity. However, the determination of what constitutes
concurrent events in terms of both the survey and NJP rates is not
intuitively obvious. Drexler and Bowers (1973) reported that most re-
spondents to the SOO (on which the HRM Survey is based) use a frame of
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reference oi from b to 12 or more months prior to the date of the survey
In arriving at their responses. Their findings, based on reenlistment
ratt,s, support the contention that the criterion data should be measured
prior to the time of the survey. Also, since the IIRN Survey was admin-
istered to different ships during different months, the data must nec-
essarily be adjusted so that for each ship the criterion corresponds
to approximately the same number of months prior to the survey.

This problem can be further confounded by systematic changes in the
criterion over time (viz., changes occurring Navywide). For example,
if NJP rates are increasing, it would not be appropriite to use NJP
rates for an earlier period for one ship and a later NJP reporting period
for another ship. Finally, because different repotting periods must
be used depending upon the date of surveying, the researcher must be
concerned with the stability of the criterion information across reporting
periods.

For the present effort the stability of the data was assessed prior
to initiating the actual study. Table 3 presents correlations between
NJP rates ac:ross the two reporting peiiods. Considering the large num-
ber of variables that may affect NJPs over time (deployment schedules,
changes of commanding officers, etc.), the data appear to be reasonably

TABLE 3

Correlations Between Nonjudicial Punishment Rates for
Two 6-Month Reporting Periods by Type Command

(July-December 1973; January-June 1974)

Number of
Type Command Ships r

Amphibious Force 11 .76**

Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 12 .57
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 13
Atlantic Fleet

All Ships Combined 3 6 a .76*

aData for both reporting periods were not available for
five ships.

< .01
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stable. Ships generally have stable rates of discip]Inary problems
over peri~ds of time.

In terms of matching the HRM Survey data with the appropriate re-
porting period, the following procedure (referred to as "relativizing")
was used:

1. For all ships (N - 25) that were surveyed from May 1974 to
October 1974, the July 1974 NJP report covering the first 6 months of
calendar year 1974 was uaed as the criterion base.

2. For all ships (N - 16) surveyed between December 1973 and April
1974, the January 1974 NJP report covering the last 6 months of 1973
was used as the criterion base.

These breek points were chosen in order to have the NJP reporting
period fall as close as possible to the 6-month period before the survey.
The results were that, for the 41 ships zombined, the NJP reports covered
an average time frame which began anproximately 8 months and ended about
3 months before the survey. For d>.cussion purposes, this time frame
is referred to as time t.

For those ships surveyed between May and October 1974, the January
197b report was also used to generate a oecond criterion variable. For
these ships (N - 22 with 3 having missing data). the January report
provided an average time frame which begani approximately 14 months and
ended approximately 9 months prior to the survey. This earlier time
frame is referred to as t-1 in the context of this report. Time t-1
was used in order to examine if there were any differences in the obtained
relationships that might be a function of the amount of time between
the NJP reporting period and administration of the HRM Survey.

Finally, it should be noted that the NJP rates had increased slightly
over the two reporting periods. For those shipf where comparisons were
possible, the NJP rate per 100 men/month during the last half of 1973
was 3.72 as compared to a rate of 4.06 for the first half of 1974.
Because of this slight increase, the NJP rates within each reporting
period were transformed to standard scor--,. However, the nonstandardized
NJP rates were also analyzed since they eii.abled more meaningful inter-
pretation and presentation of the data. (It was later determined that
use of the standardized vs. nonstandardized scores had very little effect
upon the findings.)

In sumation, the ships had either one or two obtained NJP rates,
in both standardized and nonstandardized format. These rates represented
two reporting periods--one from 3 to 8 months prior to surveying--the
other, representing a 9 to 14 month period prior to the survey.

Data Analysis

Peerson product moment correlations were computed between the HRM
Survey indices and the NJP rate for both the total sample and the

12



different type commands. Descriptive statistics were compiled in order
to contrast extreme groups (upper and lower 27 percent) on the inde-
pendent variable (Feldt, 1961).

Because several factors could serve to moderate the obtained rela-
tionships, several ancillary statistical techniques were also employed,
including analysis of variance, tests for the signficance of difference
between means (t tests), and rank-order correlations. The reader is
referred to a standard statistics text (see McNemar, 1969; Myers, 1972)
for more detailed descriptions of the above statistical procedures and
their interpretations.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Relationship Between NJP Rates and HRM Survey Data

Table 4 presents the results of the correlational analyses involving
the HRM Survey indices art' NJP rates at times t and t-l.

For the time period tl, none of the correlation coefficients were
significant. However, all of the Yelationshipý were in the predicted
direction (the higher the HRM indices, the lower the rate of NJPs).

Correlations using the NJP rate for the closer time frame (time t)
demonstrated a simitar and even more encouraging picture. Again, there
was a negative correlation between each mean index value and the NJP
rate. However, using zhis clhser time frame, 13 of the 16 correlations
were significant at or beyond the .05 level The authors realize that,
given the small 6&nple size Lnd large number of predictor variables,
an argument could be made for using more stringeat levelb of significance.
However, giver the fact that the index scores represent mean scores for
ships and are thus lased on inputs from almost 10,000 individuals, the
resultq provide strong evidence in suppcrt of the hypothesized relation-
ship between the number of disciplinary actions on a ship and the func-
tioning of its numwri oganizaLlor,.

A rank-difference coirLiation waa computed between the survey-NJP
coefficients for times t and t-l. This correlazion, Rho - .567, was
significant at the .05 level, t(14) - 2.58. This suggests that the
rank ordering of the coefficients was relatively stab-le over the two
time periods. However, the failure to find significant correlations
for the period t-l seems to indicate that survey respondents rre using
a time frame of less than 9 to 14 months prior to the survey. The data
are not preca.se enough Lo determine the optimal time frame for relating
HRM Survey data to NJP rates and further research is needed.

Table 5 represents the rank ordering of HRM Survey-NJP correlation
coefficients for time t. As can be seen, seven of the indices are signi-
ficant at the .01 level while six are significant at the .05 level.
It is interesting to note that the strongest negative relationship was

13



TABBLE 4

Correlations Between Nonjudicial Punishment (NJP)
Rates and Human Resource Management (HRM) Survey

Indices for Two NJP Reporting Periods

Monthly NJP Rate
Per 100 Enlisted Men

Time t Time t-1
(Nm41 Ships) (N-25 Ships)

HRM Survey Index r r

A.-T"OMKAND CLIMATE

1. Communications Flow -. 47** -. 24

2. Decision Making --a --a

3. Motivation -. 35* -. 26

4. Human Resource Emphasis -. 27 -. 18
a a

5. Lower Levol Influence --

B. SUPERVISORY LEADERSHIP

1. Supervisory Support -. 50** -. 32

2. Supervisory Teamwork -. 46** -. 29

3. Supervisory Goal Emphasis -. 29 -. 14

4. Supervisory Work Facilitation -. 39* -. 17

C. PEER LEADERSHIP

1. Peer Support -. 37* -. 20

2. Peer Teamwork -. 47** -. 27

3. Peer Work Facilitation -. 42** -. 33

4. Peer Problem Solving -. 44** -. 33

D. WORK GROUP PROCESSES

1. Work Group Coordination -. 45** -. 21

2. Work Group Readiness -. 35* -. 26

3. Work Group Discipline -. 28 -. 16

E. OUTCOME MEASURES

1. Satisfaction -. 40* -. 26

2. Integracion of Mea and Mission -. 37* -. 30

SaData are not presently available for these indices.

(* < .05

< .01
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TABLE 5

Rank Ordering of Correlations Between Nonjudicial Punishment
(NJP) Rates and Human Resource Management (HRM)

Survey Indices for 41 Navy Ships

Monthly NJP Rate

Per 100 Enlisted Men

HRM Survey Index r

1. Supervisory Support -. 500

2. Comunications Flow -. 472

3. Peer Teamwork -. 466

4. Supervisory Teamwork -ý462 2 < .01

5. Work Group Coordination -. 446

6. Peer Problem Solving -. 444

7. Peer Work Facilitation -. 424

8. Satisfaction -. 398

9. Supervisory Work Facilitation -. 388

10. Integration of Men and Mission -. 371

11. Peer Support -. 366 < .05

12. Motivation -. 348

13. Work Group Readiness -. 347

14. Supervisory Goal Emphasis -. 293

15. Work Group Discipline -. 284

16. Human Resource Emphasis -. 267
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found between Supervisory :;upport and NJI' rates. "l'hb is in acctrd with
Thomas, Thomas, and Ward (1974) who reported that supervisory support
was a critical variable In distliguishing between NJP offenders and
nonoffenuers. Supervisory behaviors which serve to increase the sub-
ordinate's feeling of personal worth stem to be related to lower NJP
rates.

It also appears that perceptions of cooperative liehaviors, including
Supervisory Teamwork, Peer Teamwork, Supervisory Work Facilitation, Peer
Work Facilitation, and Work Group Coordination, are strongly related
to NJP rates aboard a ship. Given that many NJP otrnf-ses involve confron-
tation and conflicts between pee.rs and/or between a subordinate and his
supervisor, it is understandable that these indices should show high
correlations. No attempt has been made to discuss the relative ranking
of the different indices. However, it should be noted that high index
intercorrelations could explain in large part why these particular survey
indices correlate higher than others with the criterion variable (a copy
of the index intercorrelations computed at the ship level appears as
Appendix C).

Given the large number of predictors and the small sample size,
multivariate analyses were not considered. Future efforts should attempt
to determine the proportion of the total NJP variance accounted for by
the survey indices in combination. The present data, nonetheless, indi-
cate that the dimensions tapped by the HRM Survey do contribute signifi-
cantly to the predictable variance associated with NJP rates on Navy
ships.

Extt-eme Gtuupb Breaku'its

In order to provide a clearer description of the relationships be-
tween the HRN Survey indices and NJP rates, extreme group comparisons
were made. Ships were first divided into three groups on every HRM
Survey index based on their mean scores. The result was that for !ach
index, ships were classified as being in one of three possible subgroups:
(1) low (bottom 27 percent), (2) middle (middle 4b percent), or (3) high
(top 27 percent). Mean NJP rates were then computed tor each subgroup.
Actual NJP rates (rather than standardized score.s) wcre used. Correla-
tional analyses using these nonstandardized scores yielded results vir-
tually identical with those reported in the previous section. Thus,
the actual NJP rotes seemed more appropriate and meaningful for the
extreme groups breakouts.

The resultant breakouts based on this type of analysis are presented
in Table 6. For every index, the mean NJP rate varied consistently across
groups. Tite high-grouped ships on the survey indices. consistently had
the lowest mean NJP rates, the m.iddle group had the next lowest NJP rates,
while the low-grouped units had the highest NJP rates. Specific dif-
ferenceb between the subgroup means must be interpreted with caution
since the magnitude of the subgroup standard deviations varied considerably
on different indices. However, for most of the indices, the low-grouped
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TABLE 6

Comparison of M4ean NonjudIcial Punishment (NIP) Rates Per
100 Enlisted Men for Ships with Lowi, Average, and High
Index Scores on the Human Resource Management Surveya

No. of Mean NIP Rate Standard
HRM Index Range Ships Per Month Deviation

A. COMMAND CLIMATE

1. Communications Flow 2.40-2.58 11 4.81 2.40
2.59-2.76 19 4.15 1.44
2.77-3.02 11 2.46 1.15

2. Motivation 2.22-2.41 11 4.84 2.27
2.42-2.65 20 3.62 1.29
2.66-3.01 10 3.31 2.18

3. Human Resource 1.83-2.16 10 4.50 2.58
Emphasis 2.17-2.54 20 4.09 1.50

2.55-3.11 11 2.90 1.52

B. SUPERVISORY LEADERSHIP

1. Supervisory Support 3.11-3.26 11 5.13 1.86
3.27-3.42 19 3.85 1.81
3.43-3.67 11 2.64 1.16

2. Supervisory 2.74-2.93 11 5.23 1.92
Teamwork 2.94-3.08 19 3.57 1.79

3.09-3.45 11 3.03 1.30

3. Supervisory Goal 3.30-3.40 11 4.39 1.30
Emphasis 3.41-3.57 21 3.88 2.04

3.58-3.85 9 2.03 2.03

4. Supervisory Work 2.69-2.76 11 4.92 2.15
Facilitation 2.79-2.92 19 3.78 1.78

2.93-3.16 11 2.98 1.27

a~he sample was split into three groups on every index: (1) upper
27% (N-11), (2) middle 46% (N-19), and (3) lower 27% (N-li). When ships
at the cutting points between groups had identical survey scores, they
were included in the middle group. Therefore, the number of ships in
the subgroups may vary on different indices.

(Table continued on next page)
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TABLE 6 (Continued)

No. of Mean NJP Rate Standard
HIRM Index Range Ships Per Month Deviation

C. PEER LEADERSHIP

1. Peer Support 3.32-3.46 10 4.47 1.68
3.46-3.55 21 4.ti 2.07
3.56-3.74 10 2.89 1.33

2. Peer TeamwJork 2.61-2.77 11 4.91 2.20
2.78-2.98 22 3.70 1.67
2.99-3.19 8 2.93 1.41

3. Peer Work 2.46-2.52 9 4.46 2.43
Facilitation 2.53-2.71 23 3.91 1.84

2.72-2.89 9 3.18 1.21

4. Peer Problem 2.74-2.91 11 4.67 2.12
Solving 2.92-3.07 20 3.66 2.02

3.08-3.30 10 3.41.9

D. WORK GROUP PROCESSES

1. Work Gr~ap 2.74-2.95 10 4.52 1.55
Coordinatiorn 2.96-3.15 20 4.09 2.12

3.1.6-3.37 11 2.88 1.32

2, Work Group Readiness 3.14-3.34 10 4.61 1.40
3.35-3,53 20 4.04 2.16
3.54-3.85 11 2.99 1.34

3. Work Group Discipline 2.64-2.88 11 4.34. 1.34
2.89-3.10 20 4.22 2.15
3.11-3.27 10 2.78 1.37

E. OUTCOME MEASURES

1. Satisfaction 2.74-2.86 11 5.30 1.84
2.87-3.08 20 3.65 1.71
3.09-3.57 10 2.73 1.29

2. Integration of Men 2.16-2.35 11 4.83 2.27
and Mission 2.36-2.62 19 3.73 1.34

2.63-3.10 11 3.16 2.02
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ships had NJP rates that were almost twice as great as Zhose of the
high-grouped ships. For example, consider two ships which both have
a" enlisted allowance of 300 men. If one ship fell in the high group
on the Supervisory Support index, it would hypothetically report 48
NJPs during a 6-month reporting period. For a ship in the low group
on this same index, it would hypothetically report 92 NJPs for that same
reporting period, which is nearly twice the former rate.

The results from the extreme groups breakouts (1) substantiate the
earlier reported regative correlations between HRN index scores and
NJP rates, and (2) provide a meaningful representation of how the ob-
served relationships translate to actual ship comparisons. These findings
also point out that differences irn NJP rates for high and low scoring
ships on the HRM Survey are large enough to warrant attention in terms
of administrative costs and reduced manpower effectiveness.

Allowance Size

One factor that could potentially moderate the observed relationships
is allowante size. Thus, it could be hypothesized that ships with larger
or smaller compliments of enlisted personnel might have unique conditions
that affect NJP rates. To investigate this possibility, the ships were
ranked in order of the size of their enlisted allowance. The resultant
distribution of ships and their mean allowances are presented in Table
7.

The ships were then divided into two groups ("higa" and "low") based
on the size of their allowance. Mean NJP rates were computed for each
group using the nonstandardized time t data. Table 8 compares the
obtained results for the two groups. No significant difference was found
between the mean NJP rate for the two groups. Hence, at least for the
present sample, tt-e size of the enlisted population was not an important
variable in determining the rate of NJPs per 100 enlisted personnel.

Proportion of First-term Enlisted Personnel

A second factor that was investigated as a possible source of
variation in NJP rates as well as a moderator of the correlational
findings was the proportion of first-term enlisted personnel on the ships.
Bowers and Bachman (1974) found that the organizational practices a
Navy man experiences (and reports on the HRM Sur-vey) are partly a function

J of his age, the average age of the members of his work group (seniority),
and the level of his workgroLp within the organization. The lower a person
is in the chain of command, the poorer the perceived organizational
conditions. If one combines this finding with the fact that first-term
enlisted personnel are the ones who are primarily involved in NJPs, a
potential explanation for the earlier reported correlations emerges (i.e.,
the greater the proportion of first-term enlisted men on a ship, the
higher the NJP rate ano the lower the mean ARM indices). In order to
explore this hypothesis, the proportion of first-term to total enlistedr personnel (as reported on the HRM Survey) was computed for ill units.
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TABLE 7

Distribution of Sample by Size
of Enlisted Allowance

Group A Group B
Average a Average a

Type N Allowance Type N Allowance

LCC 1 736 LSD 2 300

LPH 2 530 DD 6 275

LFD 2 413 DEG 1 251

DLG 5 371 DE 8 238

LKA 2 346 LST 3 211

DDG 7 318 DD 179

Total 19 Mean-389 Total 2 Mewa -_45

aAllowances can vary sl 4.ghtly wit; .a given type

of ship becsipe of such factors as add, equipment,
technical sophistication, etc.

TABLE 8

Comparison of Mean Nonjudicial Punishments
Per 100 Enlisted Personnel for Ships

With "High" and "Low" Allowances

Standard

Mean Deviation t

A (N - 19) 3.55 1.79 1.01 (n.s.)

B (N - 22) 4.14 1.95
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These proportions ranged from .54 to .75, with a mean of .64 and
a standard deviation of .06. Table 9 presents correlations between NJP
rates and the proportion of first-term enlisted personnel by type of
ship. These correlations failed to attain significance either within
or across type commands. A modest (but nonsignificant) relationship
oi .19 was obtained across all ships. These results indicate that the
proportion of first-term enlisted personnel was not a potent moderator
variable in the present investigation.

Type Command

A final moderator variable that was investigated was type command.
While this effort has primarily focused on ships as individual units
and closed systems, they are also part of larger systems (type comarnds,
fleet commands, all Navy commands). In this sense, they represent open
systems that must interface with other Navy organizations. One part
of the larger social system is the ship's type command. Although the
sample of units used in this study were all surface ships, three different
,:ype commands were represented-Amphibious Force, Pacific Fleet (PHIBPAC),
Cruiser-Destroyer Force, Pacific Fleet (CRUDESPAC), and Cruiser-Destroyer
Force, Atlantic Fleet (CRUDESLANT).

At the time the data were collected, the type commands were distinct
organizational subunits within the Navy system. It is not within the

TABLE 9

Correlation Between Nonjudicial Punishment
(NJP) Rates and Proportion of First-term

Enlisted Personnel by Type Command

Proportion Correlation Between
Number First-term NJP Rate and Proportion

Type Command of Ships Personnel of First-termers

Amphibious ForceS12 .67 .11
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer ForceS16 .66 -. 02
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 13 .59 .06
Atlantic Fleet

Total/Average 41 .64 .19
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scope of this paper to explore erganizational and policy differences
across type commands. Howe'rer, the potential for variation exists.

A bscond and perhaps more critical variable concerns the mission
of the ships. While the two Cruiser-Destroyer Type Commands have similar
missions, the Amphibious Force ships are required to perform quite dif-
ferent functions. To the extent that operational and organizational
conditions vary across the type commands, one migl:i expect that such
differences could affect both NJP rates and perceived organizational
conditions at the ship level. Because fleet (Pacific and Atlantic) was
confounded with type command for Atlantic ships, no compai sons could
be made between the two fleets.

XJP rates were computed within type command and comparisons were
made using analysis of variance. The results, presented in Table 10,
show that the NJP rate varied significantly across the type commands
with che difference mainly attributable to higher NJP rate for PHIBPAC
ships. Because of the significant differences noted between the NJP
rates, mean scores for each of the HRM indices were computed by type
command. Analysis of variance was then used to test differences across
type commands. The results of this analysis appear in Table 11. Sig-
nificant differences between type commands were found on four of the
indices (Supervisory Support, Peer Support, Peer Teamwork, and Work Group
Coordination). However, the most noteworthy finding in the table is
the consistent ordering of the HRM Survey index means. On all 16 indices,
the CRUDESLANT ships were higher than the other two type commands. Like-
wise, on 15 of the 16 indices, the CRUDESPAC ships were higher than
PHIBPAC ships.

TABLE 10

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Nonjudicial Purishment
(NJP) Rates With Main Effect for Type Commai-,d

Number Mean Standard
Type Comnand of Ships NJP Rate Deviation (df.2,38)

Amphibious-Force
Pacific Fleet 5.31 2.22

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 16 3.23 1.25 6.28**
Pacific Fleet

Cruiser-Destroyer Force 13 3.34 1.54
Atlantic Fleet

**c < .01
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TABLE 11

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Inditti of the Human Resource
Management Surv-2y with Main Effect fr Type Command

Mean for Mean for Cruiser- Mean for Cruiser-
Amphibious Force Destroyer Force Destroyer Force
Pacific Fleet Pacific Fleet Atlantic Fleet F

HRM Survey Index (N=12 Ships) (N-16 Ships) (N=13 Ships) (df-2,38)

A. COMMAND CLIMATE

1. Communications Flow 2.60 2.69 2.74 3.17

2. Motivation 2.50 2.51 2.64 2.44

3. Human Resource Emphasis 2.37 2.34 2.49 1.05

B. SUPERVISORY LEADERSHIP

1. Supervisory Support 3.28 3.36 3.41 4.42*

2. Supervisory Teamwork 2.95 3.03 3.09 2.71

3. Supervisory Goal Emphasis 3.46 3.49 3.55 1.78

4. Supervisory Work Facilitation 2.84 2.87 2.9fj 1.05

C. PEER LEADERSHIP

1. Peer Support 3.45 3.50 3.56 5.23**

2. Peer Teamwork 2.79 2.87 2.95 4.76*

3. Peer Work Facilitation 2.60 2.62 2.67 1.04

4. Peer Problem Solving 2.93 3.01 3.04 2.88

D. WORK GROUP PROCESSES

1. Work Group Coordination 2.98 3.05 3.12 3.67*

2. Work Group Discipline 3.40 3.47 3.51 1.69

3. Work Group Readiness 2.95 2.96 3.05 1.64

E. OUTCOME MEASURES

1. Satisfaction 2.95 2.98 3.08 2.03

2. Integration of Men and 2.43 2.49 2.60 1.93
Mission

**. < .05

.01
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The results from Table 11 suggest that type command is a critical
variable when fccussing on the organizational conditions of Navy ships.
Whether the consistent differences between the two Cruiser-Destroyer
Forces are the result of the different fleets or the different type
commands cannot be determined. Bowers and Bachman (1974) reported
differences between service/support vessels and other surface units on
the SOO indices with service/support ships yielding the lower scores.
Their sample included only two amphibious ships which did not appear
to differ in profile from the Cruiser-Destroyer ships. It is not the
purpose of this report to explore in any greater depth possible explana-
tions for the obtained differences (i.e., such factors as different
missions, deployment schedules, assignment of personnel, age of ships,
age of personnel, etc.). What is critical is the finding that type
command is related to both NJP rates and to organizational conditions.

To further explore the effect of type command as a moderator variable,
correlational analyses were run for ships within each type command.
Although the sample sizes were small, it was of interest to determine
whether the overall negative relationships between NJP rates and HRM
indices would hold up within a given type command.

As shown in Table 12, very few of the correlations attained signifi-
cance. Nonetheless, within each type command, t'iere were consistent
negative relationships between HRM Survey indices and NJP rates. In
fact, all correlations were in the expected direction. Certain variations
in relationships did appear across type commands. For example, the
strongest correlation with NJP rates for PHIBPAC ships involved Peer
Work Facilitation, while Supervisory Support and Human Resource Emphasis
emerged, respectively, as the most negative.ly correlated indices for
CRUDESPAC and CRUDESLANT ships. However, there was no evidence of any
systematic moderating effect emerging for type command. Larger sample
sizes will obviously have to be used in order to determine whether dif-
ferent indices are related to NJP rates for different type ships. Over-
all, the present results suggest that organizational perceptions, as
measured by the HRM Survey, are negatively related to NJP rates both
across and within type commands.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings strongly suggest that NJP rates are related to the
type of human resource management system present within a ship. Caution
should be used in generalizing these results to other Navy ships since
the sample was restricted to destroyer and amphibious-type units. How-
e-;er, the finding of negative relationships within each of the specific
type commands indicates that similar results could be expected across
other types of Navy units.

A note seems in order concerning NJP rates. A central tenet of
this report has been that a low NJP rate is a positive outcome for a
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TABLE. 12

x:,rr,.lat ions BIetvietn ion judicial Punishment (NiP)
Riatcs and Human Resource Management (HRM)

Survey Indices by Type Commnand

Monthly NJP Rate Per 100 Enlisted Men
Amphibious Force Cruiser-Destroyer Cruiser-Destroyer

Pacific Fleet Force, Pacific Fleet Force, Atlantic V1ee
(N.12 Ships) (N=16 Ships) (N-13 Ships)tRM Survey Index r r r

.\. COM.IAND CLIMXTE

i. ConmuzicatjiOts Flow -. 41 -. 35 -. 48
.2. ocision Makinga

3. Motivation -. 38 -. 18 -. 53*
4. Human Resource Emphasis -. 21 -. 03 -. 64**

5. Lower Level Enphasisa

B3. SUPERVISORY LEADERSHIP
1. Supervisory Support -. 46 -. 68** -.11
2. Supervisory Teamwork -. 42 -. 48* -. 33
3. Su;- *rv Goal Lmphasis -. 23 -. 27 -. 28
4. Supe-. ory Work Facilitation -. 59* -. 32 -. 29

C. PEER LEAL ,HIP

1. Pcvr Support -. 36 -. 15 -.11
2. Peer Teams ,k -. 39 -. 34 -. 41
3. Peer Work acilitation -. 68** -. 35 -. 31
4. Peer Fru M Solving -. 50 -. 41 -. 14

D. WORK GROUP PROCESSES

1. Work Group Coordination -. 35 -. 38 -. 40
2. Work Group 0 eadiness -. 23 -. 32 -. 29
3. Work Group Discipline -. 25 -. 39 -. 24

E'. OUTCOME MEASURES
I. Satisfaction -. 39 -. 42 -. 44
2. Integration of Men and Mission -. 23 -. 16 -. 57"

Data are not presently available for these indices.
* " .05

< .01
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Navy ship. One might argue that a "certain" number of NJPs is a nec-
essary if not desirable method of maintaining good order and discipline.

One could even hypothesize that ships with high NJP rates represent
taut commands in that they are adhering to Navy regulations and policies.

If this hypothesis is true, then interpretation of the obtained results
would be somewhat confusing.

While it is difficult to determine the optimum or minimum number
of NJPs necessary for a smoothly functioning ship, one can shift the
focus and look at criterion variables which should clearly reflect
positive outcomes for a ship. Drexler and Bowers (1973) reported that
good organizational conditions (as measured by the SO) are positively
related to rates of reenlistment. Also, preliminary results from another
study underway at this Center indicate that the HRM indices are positively
related to the performance of the ship during refresher training. Thus
in both studies (one using a people-oriented measure and the other,
a mission-oriented criterion), higher HRM index scores were related
to more positive performance outcomes. If one extends these 'indings
to the present effort, it would appear that ships which have higher
scores on the HRM Survey would concomitantly have "better" NJP rates.
Hence, the conclusion that low NJP rates are the outcome of good manage-
ment practices seems more realistic than the possibility that low NJP
rates are a consequence of a lax syst m of discipline.

In conclusion, it appears that the dimensions of the organization
measured by the RRM Survey make significant contributions to the variance
of NJP rates on Navy ships. Lower NJP rates were consistently found
among those commands in which the human organizational system was per-
ceived to be most effective. It is recommended that future research expand
the data base to include air and subsurface units as well as shore commands.
Such efforts could provide more definitive results regarding which HRM
Survey indices are most strongly related to NJP rates and the possible
modeýaing effects of different types of commends. The results of such
an investigatiLn would more clearly identify for URM consultants and their
consumers, commanding officers, those organizational practices most crit-
ical to NJP rates.

Attempts must also be made to determine the relationships between
various unit performance variables (e.g., NJPs, reenlistments, advance-
ments, ship exercise scores, etc.). Even without such integration, the
present study provides substantial evidence regarding the importance
of human resource management on Navy ships.
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HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The Navy HRM Process

Human Resource Management (HRM), as implemented in the Navy, is
essentially a leadership-oriented program designed to promote increased
effectiveness at both the individual and unit-performance level. The
process itself may be viewed as a series of interrelated and overlapping
elements, each described below.

The program is supported by the Fleet Commander in Chiefs (CINCs)
and implemented through Human Resource Management Centc.rs (HRMCs) and
Detachments (HRMDs) throughout the world. Basic elements of the HRM
process include:

1. Scheduling o!• the Human Resource Availability (HRAV) period and
administration of the HRM Survey. Scheduling a ship or unit to participate
in the Human Resource Availability (HRAV) period is, in large part, af-
fected by its operationrl missions, deployment schedule, and related
responsibilities. Once q ship/unit has been scheduled to participate,
initial contacts are made by the HRMC/D consultants with the coummanding
officer and necessary background information is provided.

Later, the HRM Survey is admini3tered to members throughout the
chain of comand under anonymixus conditions. With some large units,
sampling techniques are employod, although in most cases the entire avail-
able complement completes the survey. Responses are electronically
scanned and processed, and detailed tabulations are generated to provide
feedback to the commanding officer. Typical elements of this feedback
report include statistics for the entire crew, specific departments,
racial/ethnic groups, etc. In addition, the report identifies specific
weaknesses and strengths within the unit as perceived by the respondents.

2. Feedback from Survey and the HRAV. Survey feedback is an important
element oZ the HRAV--a 5-day dedicated period designed to assist the
comand in developing a Command Action Plan (CAP). The CAP essentially
provides a framework through which the command attempts to correct or
strengthen perceived weaknesses through affirmative policies and programs.
In addition, HRMC/D consultant teams may conduct a series of workshops
using techniques of survey-guided development to supplement feedback
from the actual survey. Near the end of the HRAV, this information is
integrated with the survey-feedback results to provide the basis for
developing the CAP.

3. Coms.nd Action Plan (CAP). The CAP is designed to provide a
working-level guideline on how the command will attempt to focus upon
and improve those organizational practices considered most important
by the command. The CAP is essentially a statement of objectives to
be attained, including the techniques that will be used to attain these
objectives.

A-1
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4. I'olowur,. and Revsurvt'yL. Fol owuip visit, are n6id, by the
tlhMti4/ teams betwe en 0 and 9 montI; a ter the IIRAV. *The purpose of
this visit is to dttern, inc specilic problems and/or progress made with
the CAP. In somit instancvs, or as requested, thc I'M! '.urvey is also
readministervd to members oi the cotmaind or a random sample of the
command. Where rcsutrveys are c, nducted, a second feedback report is
generated and, where possible, results are compared to those in the
original administratl on. This followup is not a becond HfRAV, however,
and is of an optional nature. Formal followup visits are scheduled
tor i. given unit on an interval of approximately 18-24 months after
the HRAV.

The NAVPERSRANDCEN Kesctrch System

T!,.e research sy.,tem developed by NAVPERSRAN1)CEN has been designed
to evaluate the Qi ectiveness of the tRM program, while, at the same
time, attempting to protect the confidentiality of information from each
specific unit. Figure 1 presents the system used to "sanitize" specific
-nit response data and maintain confidentiality of information.

As can be seen, IlRM Survey data from each unit are handled at three
data processing centers. Information is transmitred to this Center in
two forms: (1) a 166-character record for each rtspondent to the HRM
Survey within the unit, and (2) a letter of tr".asittal indicating the
specific Unit Identification Codes (UICs) of units involved in HRM for
a given time period. Once the letter of transmittal and magnetic tapes
are compared to assure accuracy of transmission, all UICs are converted
into pseudo-U!Cs, which arc essentially randomly gen.--tated numbers. At
this point, the original magnetic tapes are demagnetized and returned to
the processing centers. A translation tabie containing actual UICs/pseudo-
UICs is maintained in the safes of the Commanding Officer, NAVPERSRANDCEN
and the statistical programmer performing analyses of these data. No
other member of the Research Center has access to this conversion table.

All research comparing survey response data with external indices
of ' erformance requires conversion fronm actual to pscudo-U1Cs. This
is again conducted using the specially developed translation table.
Thus, all comparisons and analyses are conducted by the research staff
without information regarding which specific unit(s) are involved.
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INSTRUCTIONS

1. All questions can be answered ty tilling in appropriate spaces on tne answer
sheet. If you do not find .he exact answer that fits your case. use the one
that Is closest to it.

2. Remember, the value of the survey depends upon your being straightforward in
answering this questionnaire. Your arwer sheets are forwarded directly to
the computer center and no one from your couwmand will see themi.

3. The answer sheet is designed for automatic scanning of your responses.
Questions are answered Ly narking the appropriate answer spdres ( o) n,
the answer sheet, as illustrated in this example:

Q. To what extent does your supervisor encourage people to give their
best effort ?

El GD

* -- -- ---- 4 -- -

4. Please use a soft pencil, and observe carefully these important requirements:

- Mke heavy black marks that fill the spaces.
- Erase cleany any answer you wish to change.

Make no stray markings of any kind.
5. i4eton abouA "tk• comwW' aee t the 4h5. aquad~oet oi 6&.t.aA

1..e to the pe1-t hmyuaeoit" ty L~tokaot"oim
gedp 044.eo toW toepEn ~ eott h af u1A4i4d4Yud

6. Below are examales for filling in sedrv c of the answer sheet.

Example A: il. PAY GRADk:
E- Erae Ofcfaicer Waan t GS Wagt gradc

S Example 8: 13. What is your rating designation n EX. B, ADR, SD) ?

If your rating contains only two letters use the
upper two boxes.

:' = - =C: z =D zzl= =I-* -p- - -z= - t

T :a K LzT M- -- -P -X-

-4

7A=.. B-S =C= =0: Z11:: =K.: z~ Z

4• =,t: 4 L= -- =-- zoo :-: a= =1: :G:4z33

S=Am- =8t: =--C VO a:: --li -- = -- - :t=

S=J:- K= -: ztT M= r N- - =0:: =Pý Q:: a
= I= T= - : -U :: z V . ---Z = X -: z .--. = Z =



Page 2

1. Is the amvunt of information you get about what is going on in
other departments or watch sections adequate to meet your needs ?

2. To what extent are you told what you need to know to do your job inl
the best possible way ?

3. How receptive are those above you to your ideas and suggestiont, ?

4. Decisions are made? in this commiand at those levels where the most

adequate information is available.

5. Information is widely shared in this coriiinan so that those who

make decisions have access to available know-how.

6. When decisions are being made, tc what extent are the people affected

asked for their ideas ?

7. To what extent do you feel motivated to contribute your best efforts
to the coammand's mission and tasks ?

8. Do you regard your duties in this command as helping your career ?

9. Work group members who contribute the most are rewarded the most.

10. To what extent does this commnand have a real interest in the

welfare and morale of assigned personnel ?

11. To what extent are work activities sensibly organized in this

covmmand ?

12. This command has clear-cut, reasonable goals and objectives that

contribute to its mission.

13. 1 feel that the workload and time factors are adequately considered

in planning our work group assignments.

14. In general . how much influence do lowest level supervisors (supervisors
of non-supervisory personnel) have on~ what goes on in your department ?

15. In general, how much influence do non-supervisory personnel have on
what goes on in your department ?

16. How friendly and easy to approach is your supervisor ?

F
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Page 3

17. When you talk with your supervisor, to what extent does he pay
attention to what you are saying ?

18. To what extent is your supervisor willing to listen to your problems ?

19. My supervisor makes it easy to tell him when things are not going as
well as he expects.

20. To what extent does your supervisor encourage the people who work
for him to work as a team ?

21. To what extent does your supervisor encourage the people who work
for him to exchange opinions and ideas ?

22. To what extent does your supervisor encourage people to give their
best effort ?

23. To what extent does your supervisor maintain high personal standards
of performance ?

24. To what extent does your supervisor help you to improve your performance ?

25. To what extent does your supervisor provide you with the help you
need so you can schedule work ahead of time ?

26. To what extent does your supervisor offer new ideas for solving job
related problems ?

27. How friendly and easy to approach are the members of your work group ?

28. When you talk with the members in your work group, to what extent do
they pay attention to what you are saying ?

29. To what extent are the members in your work group willing to listen
to your problems ?

30. How much do members of your work group encourage each other to
work as a team ?

31. How much do members in your work group stress a team goal ?

32. How much do people in your work group encourage each other to
give their best effort ?

B-5
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33. To what extent do people in your work group maintain high standards
of performance ?

34. To what extent do members in your work group help you find ways to
improve your performance ?

35. To what extent do members of your work group provide the help you
need so you can plan, organize and schedule work ahead of time ?

36. To what extent do members of your work group offer each other new
ideas for solving job related problems ?

37. Members of my work group take the responsibility for resolving
disagreements and working Out acceptable solutions.

38. To what extent do people in your work group exchange opinions and
ideas ?

39. To what extent does your work group plan together and coor •inata
its efforts ?

40. To what extent do you have confidence and trust in the members of
your ,. group ?

41. . ,tent information about important events widely exchdngeJ
•°n :,our r group ?

42. To what extent does your work group make good decisions and solve
problems well ?

43. To what extent has your work group been adequately trained to handle
emergency situations ?

44. My work group performs w'` under pressure or in emergency situations.

45. My work group can meet day to day mission requirements well.

46. The members of my work group reflect Navy standards of military
courtesy, appearance and g9 4nq.

47. 1 feel that Navy standardh of order and discipline are maintained
within my work group.

i

I
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Page 5

Questions 48 through 53 are answered, on the answer sheet, as shown below.

4J,

4J
4V W IV

48. All in all, how satisfied areyuwt h epei orwr ru

49 lli al hwsaifidar ouwthyurspevso0

50 Al n l, owsaisid reyo wt yurjoL

51 Alinalho atsfe aeyo wt tiscmmn, omaedt

B-7C



Page 6

54. L3uuo your asitred worN jive you pride arid feelnfjs u' ,c1.-wU, th

55. To what extent is your conmand effective in getting you to meet its
needs and contribute to its effectiveness ?

56. To what extent does your command do a good job of meeting your needs
as an individual ?

57. 1 have been adequately trained to perform my assigned tasks.

58. To what extent has this cormmand trained you to accept increased
leadership

59. To what extent. has this command trained you to accept increased
technical responsibility ?

60. Our supervisor gives our work group credit for good work.

61. To what extent does your supervisor attempt to work out conflicts
within your work group ?

62. People at higher levels of the command are aware of the problems
at my level.

63. in my chain of command there is a willingness to talk about racial
issues.

64. To what extent does this command ensure that you have equal opportunity
for advancement in rate,/rk ?

65. To what extent does this comrimand ensure that you havp equal opportunity
for job assignment ?

66. To what extent does this command ensure that you have equal opportunity
for housing ?

67. To what extent does this command ensure that you have equal opportunity
for education and training ?

68. To what extent does this command ensure that you receive a fair and
objective performance evaluation ?

69. To what extent does this conmmand ensure that ycu have equal opportunity
for recreation ?

70. To what extent is military justice administered fairly throughout this
courirand ?

71. In my chain of command there is a willingness to talk about sex
discrimination issues.II

I
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72. In this commuand work assignments are fairly made.

73. People in this commnand discourage favoritism,

74. To what extent do you understand the reasons contributing to the
abuse of drugs ?

75. To what extent do members of your work group discourage drug abuse ?

76. My supervisor can be depended upon to respond helpfully and

appropriately to personnel with drug problems.

77. To what extent would you feel free to talk to your supervisor about
an alcohol problem in your work group ?

78. To what extent does this commnand promote attitudes of responsibility

towards the use of alcoholic beverages ?

79. To what extent do members of your work group discourage the abuse
of alcoholic beverages ?

80. To what extent does this commnand provide alternatives to the use of
alcohol at command functions ?

81. To what extent would your work group accept and support a recovered
aicoholic ?

82. Do members of your work group care about the image they project When
ashore in this area ?

83. Do you consider the effect of your behavior on how people of this
area vieqv Navy personnel ?

84. To what ~xtent do you expect to be fairly dealt with while spending
money in this area ?

85. To what extent do you feel you have sufficient understanding of the
people and customs of this area to get along in this commuinity ?

86. To what extent has information been provided to assist you and/or
your family to adjust to living in this area ?

87. Do you have a good understanding of your personal role as a represen-
tative of the U. S. when overseas ?

88. Do members of your work group look forward to visiting foreign
countries ?

B-9



APPENDIX C

INDEX INTERCORRELATIONS

C-0



.ý0 v -4 (4 r-4 .-4 -4 ,-4 r-4 P4 ,-4 .- 4 t-4 ,-4 .-4

go U- LA ý V-1 en Q 0 ý C-,- r Ln 'ID 0% 0 0
'0 LA rn cn 0m Lo LAO Go% 0 0 -4m 0 LA

'0 0% en en 0 (4 0 0 C4 c0 CD n 00 7% -
r' 0% 0% -1 LA %.1 LA '. LmA . 04t . 0 -z .en

41

* 4 en N# (N0 VA0 -4 0( C1 VA %D
P-4 LA A4 4 . L" %C 'Ln

00 0 00 LA C4 tn 0 00 m% c0 ID
r-4 '0 LA %.0 LA %D LA r% LA '0o

o 4 0 0 ' . C. 'o r r-. c0 00 1

V-4 0ý en (N LA r- '-4 v-4 %n e

0 ~ ~ ~ ~ c 0% ( A 04LAC

4 LA ON en r-4 .4 1s V- en
' %D in Ln Ho -4r (N0 %o

c 0 Go -40 m C -. 1.0

0. w (N -4 C-. 0% ND %A 0

U4) 8 C14 LA4 m- 0 U-

U0 LA '0 LA 0% Go I
.- 4 L A C .

LA ' 0 ' 0

in CYA

en P4

0U ~ 4 I0 .w4-4
IL. w H C34 (4 CC ,

A 4 0W to- C: 4) - 9
14 4 4.8 V-4 10 V4 -P

It-4 w-4 0 4 H.,.u
to 0) 0) W O O r4 h 8( t wr
o to4 a. u -CV Ps 0 a4.. wO 14 I Wd O 0 'l-8 0..L C6cx4 0to 0 to 0 0 0 04. " .m M .0 :1 0 3 4.a Htj "4 A 4w ( w) w4 0. 10 0 0 0 Ui 4.ý4 V4 4. 4 . 4 

H j w w1 w 14 144 a0

.0 t t cn 4-' k
" .4 0) 41 014ww 1ww 0004H a

'-4 (NCA L '.8' 00 O (NCA4 LA 10
P.4 .-4 V-4 H- 7- H- r-4

c-1



DISTRIBUTION LIST

Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense (M&RA), Washington, D. C.
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower & Reserve Affairs) (2)
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research & Development)
Chief of Naval Operations (OP-007) (OP-008) (OP-01P) (5) (OP-39) (OP-59)

(OP-098T) (OP-099) (OP-103B) (OP-964) (OP-987) (OP-987PIO) (OP-992E)
Chief of Naval Personanel (Pers-Od) (Pers-l) (Pers-lOc) (Pers-2) (Pers-523)

(Pers-65) (10) (Pero-8)
Chief of Naval Research (Code 450) (4)
Chief of Naval Research (Code 452) (2)
Chief of Naval Research (Code 458) (2)
Chief of Naval Material (NMAT 0344) (NMAT 035)
Chief of Naval Technical Training
Chief of Naval Technical Training (Code 016)
Chief of Naval Technical Training (Code N45)
Chief of Naval Education & Training (CNET N-5)
Chief of Naval Education & Training Support
Chief of Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (NM&S-713)
Navy Judge Advocate General (JAG-02) (JAG-06)
Commandant of the Marine Corps (Aol) (AOlB) (NPS)
Commandant, U. S. Coast Guard (G-P-l/62)
Commander in Chief, U. S. Atlantic Fleet
Commander in Chief, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander Second Fleet
Commander Third Fleet
Commander Sixth Fleet
Commander Seventh Fleet
Commander Submarine Force, U. S. Atlantic Fleet
Commander Submarine Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander Surface Force, U. S. Atlantic Fleet
Commander Surface Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander Air Force, U. S. Atlantic Fleet
Commander Air Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander Mine Force, U. S. Atlantic Fleet
Commander Mine Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander Training Command, U. S. Atlantic Fleet (Code N3A)
Commander Training Command, U. S. Pacific Fleet
Commander, Navy Recruiting Command (00)
Commander, Naval Training Center, Great Lakes
Commander, Naval Training Center, Orlando
Commander, Naval Training Center, San Diego
Commander, Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego (2)
Commanding Officer, Manpower & Material Analysis Center, Atlantic
Commanding Officer, Manpower & Material Analysis Center, Pacific
Commanding Officer, Naval Health Research Center
Commanding Officer, Naval Aerospace Medical Institute, Naval Aerospace

& Regional Medical Center (2)
Commanding Officer, Naval Submarine Medical Center (2)
Commanding Officer, Naval Medical Research Institute, National Naval

Medical Center

29



Commanding Officer, Human Resource kanagement School (20)
Commanding Officer, Naval Training Equipwent Center .
Commanding Officer, Naval Education & Training Program D,tlvelopment Center, (2)
Commanding Officer, Naval Development & Training'Centet '(Code 0120)

SCommanding Officer, Naval Education & Trainirg Support Center, Pacific
* Commanding Officer, Human Resource Management Center, London

Commanding Officer, Human ResoUrce' Management Center. Norfolk:,
Commanding Officer, Human Resource Management, Center, Pearl harbor
Commanding Officer, Human Resource Management Cente.', San Diego

* Commanding Officer, Human Resource Managemen. Center, Waszhington,, D. C.
Commanding Officer, Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training, Center, 4'aclýic

(Code 03A) ,,

Officer in Charge, Human Resource Management Deachment, Aiamieda
Officer in. Charge, Human Resource Macagemen.t Detachment, Athens
Officer'in Charge, human Resource Management Detachment, Charl.eston

SOfficer in Charge, Human Resource Manapement-Detachment, Gu•,,
Officer in Charge, Human Resource M•nagemeit Detachment, Jacksonville
Officer in Charge, Human Resource Management Detachment, NaplesI Officer in Charge, Human Resource Managemenrt Detachment, Rota
Off-cer in Charge, Human Resource Management Detachment, Subic Bay
Officer in Charge, Human Resource Management Detachment, Yokosuka
Center foi' Naval Analyses
Superintendient, U. S. Naval Academy
Superintendent, U. S.; Military Academy
Superintendent, U. S. Air Force Academy
Super•ntendent, U. S.' Coast Guard Academy

F Superkiitendent, Naval Postgraduate School
Superintehdent, Navt Postgraduate School (OR/AS Department)
Navy War College
Human Goals Office, Naval Education & Training Center, Newport
'Technical Training Division, AF Human Resource Laboratory, Lowry AFB
Flying Training Division, AF Human Resources Laboratory, Williams AFB
Advanced Systems Division, AF Human Resources Laboratory, Wright-

Patterson AFB
Technical Library, AF Human Resources Laboratory (AFSC) Lackland AFB
Personnel Research Division, Air Force Humon Resources

k FLaboratory (AFSC) Lackland AFB (2)
Occupational and Manpower Research Division, Air Force Human Resources

Laboratory (AFSC), Lackland A.FB
, Assistant Director, Life Scie-'Lce, Al' Office of Scientific Research,

Arlington, VA
Headquarters, U. S. Air Force (AFMPC/DPMYAR), Randolph AFB
Human Resources Development Division, U. S. Army Personnel & Administration

Combat Developments Activity
* Army Research Institut:e for Behavioral & Social Sciences

Center for Naval Research
National Research Council, DiviLion of Anthropology & Psychology
National Science hIundation
Science & Technology fLidsion, Library of Congress
Director, Defense Documentation Center (Attn: DDC TC) (12)i

30

_ _ _

iI


